AFTER 1870 the governing classes of Manitoba were involved in constructing a new hegemonic order. Because the native traditions of the province were rejected, politics in the first half-century of Manitoba's existence was an exercise in putting in place the institutions of a new society. The immigrants from southern Ontario that laid out the design of Manitoba's new civic culture lacked neither the self-confidence nor sense of historic mission necessary to such a task. Later immigrants after 1896, although embodying a different class perspective, also contributed to this mood of ebullience and utopianism. Victorian liberals, socialists, and labourites came from Britain, and socialists, Marxists, and Bundists from the Austro-Hungarian Empire and Czarist Russia. Nor were these the only fruits of radicalism that flourished in the province. There were also social gospellers, single taxers, free traders, co-operators, feminists, and others. By 1910 Manitoba, and Winnipeg especially, was a variegated garden of exciting and sometimes extravagantly radical ideas, which in the next ten years helped turn the province into a centre of agitation unparalleled in Canada. In the early 1920s, after the dust had settled, the inheritance of pre-war urban radicalism, in its democratic aspects, had come to reside almost completely with the Independent Labour Party of Manitoba.
and the nation's labour and socialist politics was evidently of some importance. In their early years in Winnipeg before World War I both of them were disciples of Henry George and militant anti-socialists. This paper has two purposes. It seeks to analyze the history and character of the political ideas of Dixon and Farmer; and it seeks to explore the possible influences of their Georgette world view on the outlook of the early I.L.P George's message made a deep impression on his age. The reasons for his appeal were manifold. First, he exposed the evident deficiencies of industrialism and he made exemplary use of the language and imagery of exploitation and injustice. Moreover, George's holistic approach with its simple analysis and seemingly coherent solution could not but appeal to an age used to the all-encompassing systems of thought of Bentham, Comte, Darwin, Marx, and Spencer. And his emphasis on land monopoly as the source of social injustice seemed inherently plausible to societies exposed to the evils of landlordism and land speculation. Finally, George provided hope and optimism, necessary to any successful nineteenth-century ideology, to those who saw the future of man in terms of industrialism, technology, and urbanization. For an intensely curious mind. He was a physical culturalist, free thinker, and pacifist. In meetings in his book shop he introduced the ideas of Henry George to two young immigrants, F.J. Dixon and S.J. Farmer.
Dixon had been bom in 1881 in Berkshire, England, the son of a coachman on a landed estate. He left the local National school when he was 13 and worked for a while as an apprentice gardener. In later years Dixon recalled having once been unemployed for a five month period before his coming to Winnipeg in 1903. His first years in Canada were occupied with a number of jobs until he was employed as a designer-engraver with the Beamish Bag Company in 1905. There he remained until 1910 when he began in earnest his full-time career as a political organizer and politician.
Farmer was three years older and came from more privileged circumstances. Born in Cardiff of English parents, his father was a Baptist minister who had earlier been a successful commercial tailor. Farmer studied engineering at university and in 1900 emigrated to Manitoba. His first job was as a stationmaster's assistant in the south-west of the province and later he ran a book shop in Brandon. In 1909 he came to Winnipeg where he quickly formed the friendship of such single taxers as Mobius, Dixon, Lewis St. George Stubbs, J.W. Ward, and D. W. Buchanan. For a while he held a number of clerical positions until in 1913 he became an accountant with the International Elevator Company, where he stayed until 1927. When Dixon first ran for the provincial legislature in 1910, Farmer was his official agent. When he ran in 1914 and 1915, Farmer was again his main campaign organizer. They were very close friends and lived on the same street only two doors apart.
Dixon and Farmer in their respective ways brought more than average abilities to their would-be political careers. Both were highly intelligent men with a we 11-developed grasp of the theoretical aspects of politics. But they also evinced a strong sense of practicality. Both were idealists and Utopians, but each demonstrated a strong sense of the necessity to fit theoretical principles to contingent circumstances. For them politics represented an opportunity for the secure and gradual implementation of principle."
Farmer was a small, dapper man. His gifts were not those of an especially brilliant orator, but his speeches show evidence of careful forethought and attention to detail. He always showed himself to be diligent and hard-working, and he possessed great patience for the particulars of political organization. He was, in sum, an excellent committee man and party manager. Also, his public reputation had it that he was dependable and moderate. Dixon's political gifts were more complete. In an age when the sole means of political communication were public meetings and the printed page, Dixon's abilities made him a highly effective politician. Physically imposing and with an attractive debating voice, his manner of expression, oral and written, was simple, vivid, and didactic. Frequently he employed Christian symbolism and Victorian sentimentality. 10 Always thorough in his presentation of a position, Dixon also possessed a seemingly illimitable enthusiasm for political speculation and organization. Above all he was capable of exceptional integrity, courage, and persistence. (Dixon, as much as anybody, was later to be instrumental in exposing the corruption of the Roblin government.
11 Most notably he was to prove his courage in his stand against World War I.)
12
Why such talents should have been dedicated to the cause of single tax or to any cause at all is not easy to explain. Both were young, single immigrants from Britain, part of the great wave of immigration that transformed Winnipeg after 1896. As far as can be ascertained neither brought with them to Canada any clearly identifiable political beliefs. Farmer's upbringing was rooted in religious non-conformity and Dixon's origins were not altogether advantaged. Both displayed a deep need for a coherent, systematic world view. As well they were probably imbued with many of the assumptions and expectations of Victorian Britain -utopianism, evangelicalism, and liberalism. Evidently as sensitive young men they could not but notice the dislocation and injustices of Winnipeg with its slums, alcoholism, poverty, prostitution, and land monopolists and speculators.
13 But with similar socio-economic backgrounds Other intellectual influences at this time are much more difficult to establish. However, given the general liberalism of Dixon's and Farmer's early philosophy and from references scattered here and there, it is fair to speculate that they were influenced by the likes of Henry Thomas Buckle, Herbert Spencer, Winwood Reade, John Morley, Richard Cobden, and Edward Porritt." All were mid-nineteenth or early twentieth-century English liberals who in their various ways believed in science, free thought, progress, evolution, laissez fairc, and democracy. They all tended to emphasize the paramount role of intellectuals in the growth of civilization and there was a common disposition among them to believe that society was moving in the direction of greater and greater interdependence and co-operation. In all of these beliefs they in fact differed little from George.
Completely paraphrasing the most fundamental axioms of Henry George, Dixon and Farmer claimed that mankind was subject to two basic natural laws. 26 All men had an equal right to appropriate the product of their labour, and all men had an equal right to the use of the earth, the means of labour.
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These laws were absolute and inviolable with a moral compulsion that was equivalent to the physical necessity of the law of gravity. While of course men's natural rights could be abrogated in practice, this would inevitably produce misery and disharmony. The private monopolization of land, they claimed, had been particularly productive of grief: land speculation, low wages, urban concentration, economic depression, unemployment, public debts, standing armies, militarism, and war. 28 The complete solution to all this 14 was the single tax. By removing other taxes, especially on production and the necessities of life, and by raising monies by a single tax on unearned land values, the state would at once eradicate unfair taxes and would acquire economic values that the community itself had created. The ever increasing revenues so collected were to be used to meet a number of basic social needs. And with the brake on production represented by land monopoly and unwise taxes removed, the endless productivity of man and nature would guarantee a cornucopia for all. 29 The single-mindedness of Dixon's and Farmer's faith in single tax cannot be exaggerated. Both were dogmatic that other measures of reform were incomplete in the absence of single tax. Free trade, cooperativism, trade unionism, publicly-owned utilities, movements for individual improvement, all must be supplemented by single tax.
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Part of the confusing character of single tax derived from its apparent similarity to socialism. Often its vocabulary and sentiments, as already noticed, ran parallel to those of socialism. Dixon and Farmer, however, chose to emphasize the anti-socialist aspects of single tax as George himself had done in his last years: Socialists would abolish competition; they might just as well try to abolish gravitation. Socialism is at present competing with all other "isms" and the present system, and if it succeeds it will be by virtue of this great natural law, which its adherents affect to despise, the law of competition, the survival of the fittest.... Socialists may ignore but they cannot destroy it. Competition is a beautiful arrangement, which, when free from monopolistic obstruction, registers as faithfully through variations in value the alterations of demand and supply, as the thermometer reports the variations of the atmospheric temperature... -
3I
A perusal of socialistic literature will convince any unbiassed person that socialism necessarily involves bureaucratic government and complete subjugation of the individual to the state.
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For Dixon and Farmer the source of exploitation in industrial society was not the capitalist as such, but the monopolist and especially the monopolist of land. This gave to their world view a decidedly un-Marxist complexion.
Dixon's and Farmer's commitment to equality seemed to establish a continuity with other kinds of socialism, but on closer examination this will be found to be only in part real. Socialism usually holds that the fundamental equality of all should be sought by a policy of public ownership, planning, and redistribution that would give to every citizen a rough parity of life circumstances and material conditions. Farmer and Dixon certainly held that in the matter of the distribution of revenues from land values taxation, the operative principle was to be one of equal enjoyment, since all had equally helped create both the demand for land and its increasing value. But in the free market sector the principle of competitive individualism was to prevail. If inequalities resulted as unequal natural abilities established competitive advantages and differential returns of wealth and status, Dixon and Fanner would have been obliged to accede to such an outcome, such was their belief in the primacy of individualism over equality. In fact they believed, as George did, in the happy possibility that a free economy would in practice be roughly egalitarian. 33 As they frequently pointed out it was only by obtaining monopoly privileges from government that individuals grew rich and inequality developed. In Canada in the early twentieth century, according to Farmer and Dixon, a classic instance of government-initiated private monopoly privilege and inequality was the policy of protection of eastern industrialists and manufacturers. The antidote to the monopolist and his political accomplices was to be the purification of the state by means of direct legislation and an end to partyism, and the liberalizing of the market through laissez fa ire.
Where there was a similarity, even if limited, between single tax theory and socialism was in their mutual advocacy of public utilities. Dixon and Farmer, like George, recognized the impossibility of competition in matters governed by technical monopoly: for example, lighting, water supply, and postal and telephone service. Private entrepreneurs providing such services raised the spectre of monopoly exploitation. To guard against this, the public itself, through its government, should provide them at cost. Moreover, Dixon and Farmer, again reiterating classical Georgeism, held that the land that was given by God to all men to enjoy equally included not just farm land but the minerals that were under it and the trees that grew out of it, thus justifying the public ownership of natural resources. However, for the state to assume such weighty economic powers and not exploit the public it was imperative that government be truly democratic.
Dixon's and Farmer's view of the necessity of democracy flowed naturally from their notion of human rights. 34 Because the right to the fruit of one's labour and the right of access to the means of labour were to be enjoyed equally by everyone, all men had an interest in securing these rights. Government as a coercive force was necessary to ensure respect for these rights, but government could develop a sectional interest of its own that neither party competition nor the vaunted moral superiority of parliamentary representatives could altogether prevent. The central paradox of liberalism that government was at once a necessity but a constant threat to individual rights would, in the view of Dixon 33 Ibid., 11 February 1910; 19 January 1912. There was a Kropotkin-like, anarchist faith in the benevolence of natural society in the thinking of Farmer and Dixon. Henry George once wrote: "All (hat is necessary to social regeneration is included in the motto of those Russian patriots sometimes called Nihilists -"Land and Liberty!' " Progress and Poverty (New York 1935), 321. 34 The Voice, 27 January 1911; 13, 27 September 1912; Grain Growers' Guide, 6 December 1911; 24 March, 7 April 1915. and Farmer, be solved by direct legislation. Only if all men had an equal power to determine the law would the law be perfectly symmetrical with the people's desire to protect their rights.
Their assumptions, then, about society and government were on the whole liberal and contractarian. In the good society all individuals qua individuals would equally will the legitimacy of the regime. What one willed for oneself, namely the protection of one's rights, could not be denied to others. Civil society was nothing more than a grand voluntary association in the public affairs of which people participated out of a sense of individual self-interest. Sociality and co-operation among such individuals were simply exchange relations of mutual convenience.
35 Government's powers were fiduciary and recallable at a moment's notice on any change in the popular will. Government was like the management of a joint stock company, constantly beholden to the shareholders:
Here are the cardinal business principles which are also cardinal democratic principles. They are essential to democratic control of public business. charge of crank legislation. Switzerland has established government ownership of railways, a system of parcel posts, a pure food law, a law to prohibit the manufacture and sale of absinthe, a workman's insurance act and similar measures. ** It can be observed from the above that Dixon's and Fanner's conception of civil society was not altogether consistent with classical nineteenth century laissez faire. Government had an obligation to own the utilities and natural resources as well as to provide measures to secure the health and welfare of workers. Always Dixon and Fanner emphasized that a sort of economic democracy would flow from direct legislation. Even so, for them the essence of good government was still seen mainly to he in its self-limiting role. The purpose of government was to clear away the detritus of privilege and interference that existed from an earlier, pre-liberal age:
Before we can live high and not count the cost it will be necessary for our legislators to undo much of the work they and their predecessors have done. Repeat! Repeal! should be the slogan of the people. Repeal the tariff. Repeal the railway franchises. Repeal banking privileges, and above all Repeal the laws which enable the speculators to hold 100,000,000 acres of land idle in these prairie provinces.
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Although Dixon and Farmer sometimes implied that direct legislation was an intrinsically valuable arrangement that fulfilled man's natural purpose as a social, co-operative, and self-determining creature, the predominant emphasis of their conception of democracy was that it was not to be a constant, ever active agency of self-government. 40 Rather it was to exist as a disciplinary threat to recalcitrant public officials. In their scheme of things elected politicians and political parties would continue to exist. But under direct legislation they would be subject to constant, potential direct control and chastisement. Should the elected politician prove capable of governing in the public interest, there was no necessity for the application of direct legislation.
Dixon's and Farmer's theory of political change was a type of rationalism. Dixon particularly was very fond of the notion that the progress of humanity derived from the initiative and sacrifice of men of intellect and principle. To act aright and make an impact on history one must first have correct ideas. 41 The progress of history was incomprehensible without the contributions of men such as Galileo, Milton, Newton, and Mazzini. But intellectual virtue was not confined to great individuals. The cause of liberty was broad and drew its followers from all ranks and classes. To join one needed a belief in the autonomy of ideas and reason, and a temperament opposed to prejudice and in favour '"F.J. Dixon, Speech on direct legislation, October 1915, Dixon Papers, Public Archives of Manitoba. How, then, can one characterize the early political ideas of Dixon and Farmer? In the main they were liberal. 43 Civil society, in their view, existed to secure individual rights and sustain economic competition. Co-operation and sociality were prudential relations of individual self-interest and convenience. Society, even at its best, would not necessarily possess any real affective community, and, far from realizing man's essentially communitarian nature, even democratic politics were to be an intermittent, instrumentalist activity that admittedly secured individual freedom and elementary individual welfare, but that was all. However, it is misleading to claim that this liberalism was of a "middle class" kind. 44 Certainly Dixon and Farmer had connections at this time with such local middle class liberals as Norris, Crerar, Ashdown, and Dafoe, but, as Dixon observed, all men were capable of seeing the light, and perception of the political truth did not depend on one's socio-economic class. 45 Moreover, Dixon's and Farmer's object of concern was consistently with the common man, as they would have put it. Whether their politics were misplaced is not the point. They both believed that they were, in working to end privilege and poverty, seeking the best interests of the industrial worker. As early as 1917 they both held that responsibility for the outbreak of the war could not be laid completely at the door of the central powers. On both sides, they claimed, secret treaties and complicated alliances had created a vicious circle of manoeuvres and obligations that made a mockery of the notion that Germany alone had started the war. 53 Principally, however, their resistance to Canadian and allied war policy derived from their strong sense of economic justice. Conscription was utterly unjustifiable as long as the "capitalists," "the greedy grafters," "the exploiters,*' and the "land grabbers" piled up gargantuan profits from human suffering." In the last analysis, for them, the internal economic enemy was always more insidious than the foreign one.
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The combined effects of the war were in Winnipeg sufficiently unsettling to precipitate the general strike in May 1919. The strike in turn brought deep divisions in the local labour movement. A more personal consequence of the war for Dixon and Farmer was the irrevocable rupture it caused in their relations with the provincial Liberal party. Premier Norris' whole-hearted support of the war policy of the Union government made impossible any coalition between him, and Dixon and Farmer, and it made certain that whatever popular following lay at the back of Dixon's and Fanner's leadership would express itself after the war outside of the established two-party system. In March 1918 Dixon and Farmer moved back into close contact with the local third-party tradition of labourist politics when they participated in the founding of a Manitoba branch of the Dominion Labor Party. Two years later Fanner was its vice-president and Dixon its chairman. In the general strike itself neither of them played any important part in its planning or co-ordination. Farmer was mainly a sympathetic bystander, but Dixon did act as a reporter and writer for the Western Labor News and took over its publication after the arrest of Ivens and Woods worth, the previous editors. Dixon spoke on several occasions to public meetings of strikers, at which he emphasized the Tightness of their cause, namely, collective bargaining, and exhorted them to persist and stick together.
55 Dixon was subsequently arrested and charged with seditious libel. In January 1920 he went on trial. He pleaded his own case and argued that he had had no part in any conspiracy, nor had he been associated with the One Big Union or the Socialist Party of Canada. Principally he claimed that his published and spoken opinions were properly within the British tradition of free speech and he was eventually acquitted. Labor News, 27 December 1918; 7 November 1919; 20 February 1920 . Manitoba Free Press, 10 July 1919 1 September 1919; 3 May 1920; 16 August 1920. F.J. Dixon, "Labor and Reconstruction," 1918 Before the war Dixon and Farmer had demonstrated a remarkable capacity to co-operate with other political parties and points-of-view. Although thoroughgoing single taxers they worked with a multitude of different groups whose common currency was that they were independent-minded and progressive: labourists, farmers, feminists, social gospellers, reform-minded Liberals, and sometimes even "impossiblist" socialists* 3 This latitudinarian outlook seemed to derive from a perspective on politics best described as rationalist or idealist. Political change, they claimed, was pre-eminently the work of men of group, Dixon had every right to claim for himself the position of leader of the opposition and with it the special procedural advantages such a status brought. His anti-partyism seemingly prevented him from doing mis and the opposition leader in the new house was J.T. Haig of the Conservatives. The second example occurred in 1922. n In March Norris' government was defeated on a motion of censure. Haig and elements within Dixon's own caucus wanted an immediate election. Supply had not yet been voted and several major items of legislation were still on the order paper. In the end Dixon agreed to sustain the government until these matters could be attended to in return for an undertaking that an election would be held immediately thereafter. To ensure that the government was not defeated in the interim, Dixon, and Robson, the farmers' leader, promised not to introduce or support contentious legislation. This meant that Dixon agreed to the dropping of John Queen's Sunday Trains Bill, a matter very close to Queen's heart. Naturally Queen resisted this, supported by George Armstrong, and finally the bill was defeated by a vote of 26 to IS, with Dixon, Bayley, and Smith from the labour group voting with the government and Queen and the other labour-socialist members voting in opposition with the Conservatives and a few independent Fanners. For Dixon the claims of co-operative government took precedence over those of party unity and sectionalism.
Before the war, I have argued, Dixon and Farmer expounded an economic philosophy that was in all essentials derived from Henry George. George's world view, as J.A. Hobson once observed, contained the paradoxical and mixed elements of organic ism and individualism. 69 Dixon's and Farmer's early indebtedness to George meant that they too conceived of economics in terms that were both liberal and near-socialist. By the time they established the I.L.P-, Dixon's and Farmer's economics sounded less liberal and more socialist, but whether they were so in fact is a problematical question.
Tracing the development of their post-war economic views is a much easier task with Dixon than with Farmer. After the war Fanner became a man of prosaic practicality and his speeches were almost devoid of any explicit reference to general principles. However, one feature Farmer definitely did share with Dixon at that time and this was the absence of any explicit reference to their earlier-held view which emphasized the benefits of competitive individualism and laissez faire 70 and the correlative evils of socialism. At least at the level of public debate their post-war economics appeared to be less liberal and sounded more socialist.
This development was particularly evidenced in Dixon's use after 1918 of the terminology of co-operation and communalism. The early Dixon, it was argued earlier, held to an essentially liberal, market understanding of society. According to this view co-operation for example was an instrumentalist mode M Ibid.. 17, 28, 29 March 1922.
•* Hobson, "Henry George in England," 842. 70 They of course always believed in die benefits of free trade.
